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How to Publish  in International Science Journals
Pierdomenico Perata

•Why publishing in International Journals?
•Which is the BEST Journal?
•The ISI database, The Impact Factor, Journal Immediacy Index, Journal Cited 
Half-Life.
•Beyond the IF: is the IF a satisfactory index of research quality?
•The ESI (Essential Science Indicators) database-
•How to publish in international Journals: choosing the right Journal for your 
research, choosing the research subject to publish in the desired Journal.
•Writing: how to write a good manuscript, from the Abstract to the References list.
•Authorship: who deserves being an author of your manuscript?
•The Peer Reviewing process: Editors, Referees, Authors. How to exclude a 
referee, how to suggest a referee. How to be a good referee.
•Research ethics: the importance of controls in experimental design, the importance 
of data analysis, fraudulent or manipulated data, paper retractions.

•Why publishing in International Science Journals?
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•Why publishing in International Science Journals?

A good scientist will publish good scientific papers

Who is a “good scientist”?

A “good scientist” is the one who publishes good papers!

A Researcher is a Scientist?

Which is the difference between “research” and “Science”?

What is Science?

•What is Science?

http://www.its.caltech.edu/~dg/HowScien.pdf
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•What is Science?

http://www.its.caltech.edu/~dg/HowScien.pdf

FRAUD
SCIENTIFIC MISCONDUCT

•What is Science?

The role of peer-reviewing in Science
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•What is Science?

“In questioni di scienza L’autorità di mille non vale 
l’umile ragionare di un singolo” Galileo Galilei

“the authority of thousands is not worth the humble reasoning of one single person.”

•What is Science?
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•What is Science?

•What is Science?
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•What is Science?

•What is Science?



9

•What is Science?

•What is Science?

Science is distingished by pseudoscience when:
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•What is Peer Reviewing?

•What is Peer Reviewing?

The game of refereeing: 
The author's goal: Publish a worthless paper. 
The referee's goal: Prevent publishing of a major contribution to field. 

"It is dangerous to be right 
in matters on which the 

established authorities are 
wrong." - Voltaire

WritingResearch
Discovery: A couple 

of months in the 
laboratory can 

frequently save a 
couple of hours in the 

library. 

Reviewing
Referee's report: This 

paper contains much that 
is new and much that is 
true. Unfortunately, that 
which is true is not new 
and that which is new is 

not true. 
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Publishing flowchart:

1. Organize your data in “publication quality” graphs, tables, photographs 
2. Evaluate the quality of your data
3. Choose the Journal
4. Read the instruction for authors
5. Search the Journal for articles on similar subjects: the authors are likely to be the 

reviewers of your own paper!
6. Choose the title of your manuscript (you will change it later…)
7. Authorship!
8. DO NOT write the abstract first! 
9. Write the Introduction
10. Write the Results
11. Write the Discussion (evaluate if merging results+discussion is a good choice)
12. Write the Materials & Methods
13. Write figure legends
14. Type the references list
15. Submit the manuscript (usually online)
16. Suggest/exclude reviewers
17. Read the comments of the editor & reviewers
18. Revise the ms and resubmit OR Submit to a different Journal

1. Choose the Journal

• Which is the BEST Journal?

http://portal17.isiknowledge.com/portal.cgi
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•Which is the BEST Journal?

•The IMPACT FACTOR
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•The Journal Immediacy Index

•The Cited Half-Life
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•The Journal Citing Half Life

•Which is the BEST Journal?

subject category: 
CARDIAC & CARDIOVASCULAR SYSTEMS
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•Which is the BEST Journal?

subject category: 
CARDIAC & CARDIOVASCULAR SYSTEMS

•Which is the BEST Journal?

subject category: 
PLANT SCIENCES



16

•Which is the BEST Journal?

subject category: 
AGRONOMY

•Which is the BEST Journal?



17

•Beyond the IF: 
is the IF a satisfactory index of research quality?

•The IF is an index of Journal’s quality
•The IF is NOT an index of an article quality
•The IF is NOT an index of Scientist’s quality
•It is NOT correct to sum the IF of the papers of a 
Scientist to obtain an index of its ability in research

•The number of citations of a specific paper is a better 
indicator of the quality of that paper

•The sum of citation of the papers a scientist have 
published in the past 10 years is a good indicator of the 
quality of the scientist

•The Essential Science Indicators database provides 
good indicators of a Scientist performance

•Beyond the IF: 
Essential Science Indicators
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•Beyond the IF: 
Essential Science Indicators

•Beyond the IF: 
Essential Science Indicators
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•Beyond the IF: 
Essential Science Indicators

•Beyond the IF: 
Essential Science Indicators
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• Read the instruction for authors

• Search the Journal for articles on 
similar subjects: the authors are likely 
to be the reviewers of your own paper!
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• Choose the title of your manuscript (you will 
change it later…)

Old style:
“Effects of ethanol on plant cells and tissues”

New style:
“Ethanol affects plant cells growth and differentiation by 
modulating the expression of the ANX1 gene”

•Authorship: who deserves being an 
author of your manuscript?

Thanks to Joe Blow for expert technical 
assistance and Jane Doe for valuable 

discussion.

Thanks to Joe Blow for doing all the work and 
Jane Doe for telling me what it meant. 
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•Authorship: who deserves being an 
author of your manuscript?

•Authorship: who deserves being an 
author of your manuscript?
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•Authorship: who deserves being an 
author of your manuscript?

1. DO NOT write the abstract first! 
2. Write the Introduction
3. Write the Results
4. Write the Discussion (evaluate if merging results+discussion is 

a good choice)
5. Write the Materials & Methods
6. Now you can write the Abstract!
7. Write figure legends
8. Type the references list

Preparing your manuscript
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1. Describe the “state of art” in the field
2. Present the nature and scope of the experiments
3. Briefly describe the principal results of the investigation (no 

suspense, please)

The Introduction

The “Results” section

1. Introduce briefly each experiment description with the reasons 
behind the decision to carry out the experiment

2. Describe the experiment, but avoid details about the methods 
used.

3. DO NOT discuss the results, but explain how the forthcoming 
experiment is logically linked to the previous one

4. You should be ready to distribute materials (antibodies, cell 
lines) that you produced so that others can replicate your 
experiments
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The “References” section

The “Results” section: clearly 
label your figures

1      2   3   4   5   6   7 



26

The “Results” section: multiple figs

The “Results” section: photographs
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The “Discussion” section

1. The “Discussion” should not be too long and verbose
2. Discuss your data in relation to other published evidence, in 

favour or against your findings
3. Try to summarize your conclusions with a graphical model

The “Materials & Methods” 
section

1. The “materials” first
2. Methods should be described in detail when a new method is 

used
3. Methods should be described at least to make clear the 

principle of the method when a “WELL KNOWN” method is 
used

4. Remember that the methods should be described so that others 
can replicate your experiments
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•Writing: Useful sentences…

It has been long known. I haven't bothered to check the references 
It is known. I believe 
It is believed. I think 
It is generally believed. My collegues and I think 
There has been some discussion. Nobody agrees with me 
It can be shown. Take my word for it 
It is proven. It agrees with something mathematical 
Of great theoretical importance. I find it interesting 
Of great practical importance. This justifies my employment 
Of great historical importance. This ought to make me famous 
Some samples were chosen for study. The others didn't make sense 
Typical results are shown. The best results are shown 
Correct within order of magnitude. Wrong 
The values were obtained empirically. The values were obtained by accident 
The results are inconclusive. The results seem to disprove my hypothesis 
Additional work is required. Someone else can work out the details 
It might be argued that. I have a good answer to this objection 
The investigations proved rewarding. My grant has been renewed 

•How to be a good referee
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•Research ethics

•the importance of controls in experimental design
•the importance of data analysis
•fraudulent or manipulated data
•paper retractions

•Research ethics

•the importance of controls in experimental design

Control (not treated)
Experimental (treated)

Control (wild-type)
Experimental (mutant)

Control (wild-type not treated)
Experimental (wild-type treated)
Experimental (mutant not treated)
Experimental (mutant treated)
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•Water memory paper

Editorial reservation
READERS of this article may share the incredulity of the many referees who have commented on several 
versions of it during the past several months. The essence of the result is that an aqueous solution of an 
antibody retains its ability to evoke a biological response even when diluted to such an extent that there is a 
negligible chance of there being a single molecule in any sample. There is no physical basis for such an 
activity. With the kind collaboration of Professor Benveniste, Nature has therefore arranged for independent 
investigators to observe repetitions of the experiments. A report of this investigation will appear shortly. 

Nature, Vol. 333, No. 6176, pp. 816-818, 30th June, 1988 

Human basophil degranulation triggered by 
very dilute antiserum against IgE

•Water memory paper

Nature. 1993 Dec 9;366(6455):525-7

Human basophil degranulation is not triggered by very 
dilute antiserum against human IgE.

Hirst SJ, Hayes NA, Burridge J , Pearce FL, Foreman JC.

Department of Pharmacology, University College London, UK.

We have attempted to reproduce the findings of Benveniste and co-workers, who reported in 
1988 that degranulation of human basophil leukocytes is triggered by very dilute (10(2)-

10(120)) antiserum against IgE. The results were contrary to conventional scientific theory and 
were not satisfactorily explained. Following as closely as possible the methods of the original 
study, we can find no evidence for any periodic or polynomial change of degranulation as a 
function of anti-IgE dilution. Our results contain a source of variation for which we cannot 

account, but no aspect of the data is consistent with the previously published claims.

Nature, Vol. 333, No. 6176, pp. 816-818, 30th June, 1988 

Human basophil degranulation triggered by 
very dilute antiserum against IgE
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•Water memory paper

Nature, Vol. 333, No. 6176, pp. 816-818, 30th June, 1988 

Human basophil degranulation triggered by 
very dilute antiserum against IgE

Benveniste's own team failed to replicate the results 
when their work was overseen by investigators including 

Nature editor Dr. John Maddox and professional 
"pseudo-science debunker" James Randi

•Water memory paper

1. Benveniste’s experiments were "statistically ill-controlled", and the lab displayed 
unfamiliarity with the concept of sampling error. The method of taking control values 
was not reliable, and "no substantial effort has been made to exclude systematic error, 

including observer bias" 
2. "interpretation has been clouded by the exclusion of measurements in conflict with the 

claim". In particular, blood that failed to degranulate was "recorded but not included in 
analyses prepared for publication". In addition, the experiment sometimes completely 

failed to work for "periods of several months". 
3. There was insufficient "avoidance of contamination", and, to a large extent, "the source 

of blood for the experiments is not controlled". 
4. "the salaries of two of Dr Benveniste's coauthors of the published article are paid for 

under a contract between INSERM 200 and the French company Boiron et Cie." 
5. "The phenomenon described is not reproducible". "We believe that experimental data 

have been uncritically assessed and their imperfections inadequately reported." 
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•Water memory paper

For more informations:

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jacques_Benveniste#Nature_publication_and_investigation

•Research ethics
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•The Baltimore-Imanishi-Kari investigation

In 1986, Dr. David Baltimore, with the assistance of Dr. Imanishi-Kari, 
published a paper in the journal Cell. Margot O'Toole, a young post-
doctoral student working in Imanishi-Kari's lab attempted to replicate 
research conducted by Imanishi-Kari. She could not.

At this point the matter came to the attention of the Oversight 
Subcommittee, which held bipartisan public hearings. 

The panel found no evidence of scientific fraud and exonerated former 
Assistant Professor of Biology Thereza Imanishi-Kari, who was accused 
of fabricating crucial data for an April 25, 1986 Cell paper that she co-
authored with Baltimore.

1996: a federal appeals panel dismissed allegations of scientific 
misconduct against former MIT researcher Dr. Theresa Imanishi-Kari

•Paper retractions
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•Scientific frauds

•Scientific fraud

Data duplication…


